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.The Honorable Hugh L. Carey
GoVernor of New York
State e-Capitol .

Albany,' New York 12224
4

Dear Governor CareY:

HMI NOWIN COIN 1110%/1.11vMe 0

itestne. MIN V0114 I IS711

a Augult 27, 1975

Education Law, Section 6452, requires that each of the public.
universities submit an annual report describing the activities of
their.program9f educational cpportunity, and that the Regents'!shall review such report'amdOorward same,'together with theircomments and recommendations to"the governor and-the legislature ..!

Annualreports for SEEK at the City University and EOP at/the.State University for-the 1972-73,year were received quite late by.the Department, some State University data not being-received until,well into 1975. Staff ogmthe Department have ptpared a mandated'revieUyof those documents, along with comments a.d recommendations;in the form of 'a tripartite report which presents data about theprograms in the public universities alongside similar data aboutHEOP at the non-public colleges and universities' for 1972-73. TheItegents approved that-review for transmittal at their regular
JUnee 1975 meeting and it is hereby transmitted to you.

Enclosures

cc: LegislatiVe Leadership

Sincerely,

'Theodore M. Black
Chancellor

4



Contents

Rem2,Introduction
i

',1 o i

Summary
.. 1

Enrollment and Retention ,.1.
40.. 3

Demographic Characteristics
4.

10
Academic Background 1....

st , , 17

/e- Major SubjeCt Area
.

25
4

..'

/Supportive Bervies
25\ .

,

Academic Progress
..

r

38

Student Costs' and FinanciallAid
1

, 42
Expenditures

50
Comments and Recommendations

53
Participating Institutions

55

'44

O

4



A

Table

TABLES

Title Page

1 Projected and Actutl Opportunity Enrollments, 1972-73 3

2 Opportunity Program Enrollments, 1972-73 4

3 Opportunity Program Enrollment, 1972-73 6

4 Opportunity Program Attendance, Change in Spring Enrollments From
......._ Fall Enrollments, 1972-73 } \

'4, kr 7- g 1.
,

5 Change in Enrollment of Opportunity students Who Attended the Fall
' Semester, 1972, and Who Returned for the Spring Semester, 1973

6 Rank Order of Program Separation Conditions 1972-73

7 Average Retention Rates fOr cpportunity Programs and
Averages, 1972-73

411.

8'

Totat Program . 4 /9

National

8 Percent Distribution of Full4ime Undergraduate Enrollment by Ethnic
Identity, Fall 1970 versus Fall 1972, all Campuses with, OpportunityPrograms

/ 12

9 Summary of Minority Growth for Institutions Participating in Oppor-
tunity Programs

13-

10 Changes in Racial/Ethnic Distributibn, 'Total Full-Time Undergraduate
Enrollments ,

14

11 Percent Distribution of Opportunity Program Students According to
Race, 1972-73 *

15
, 4

12 Sex and Age Summary of Opportunity Students, 1972-73 16

13 Accumulative Distribution of GroSs Family Incomes of OpportUnity
Students, 1972-73

18

14 Distribution of Opportunity Students by Number-in Household, Married,
and Benefits Received, 1972-73

19

15 Summary' Tabre for Enieting Freshmen,-1972-73' , 20

16 Percentile Distribution of RSE Scores, 1971 Series for High School
Seniors Entering College, Fall, 1972

22

17 Accumulative Distribution of RSE Scores for EOP Students, 1972-73 23

18 Distribution of SAT Scores, 1972-73
24



4

Table

TABLES (Cont.)

Title

19 Accumulative Distribution of Combined SAT SOores fbr Opportunity
Students, 1972-73

'41

20 Major Subject Area of Study for Opportunity Stud is Enrolls in
Two-Year Degree Programs, 1972-73

27

21 Rank Order of Major Areas of Stud f/or Upper Division Students inFour cr Five-Y ar Bachelor Degr Programs, 1972-73. 28

Page

26

22 Distribut3 of Tutoring SerVices to Opportunity Students, 1972-73 30

23- Distribution of Tutoring Services to Opportunity Students, 1972-73 - 31

24 Counseling Services4to Opportunity Students,/1972-73 32

25 Rank Order of Counseling Contacts by Purpose in Opportunity Pro-
grams, 1972-73

4
34

26 Remedial/Development 1/Supportive Courses Utilized by Opportunity
Students, 1972-197

35

27 Percent Distribution of
Remedial/Developmental/Supportive courses

Utilized by Oppo tunity Students, 1972-1973
361

28 Completion Rates, Remedial
/Developmental /Supportive Courses, 1972-73 36

29 Summary, Supportive Services Available to Opportunity Students in
1972-1973-

37

30 Accumulative GPAls for Opportunity Students n Attendance, 1912 -73 39

.31 Average Credits Accumulated by Number of Seme ters in Opportunity
Programs, 1972/673/

32 Distribution of Opportunity Students by Total Hours Accumulated by1972-73
41

33 Average Costs Compared to Average Aid Available to Opportunity
Students,'1972-73

44.,t4.4.4 43

34 Peicent Distribution of Budgeted College-Going Costs for Opportunity
Students, 1972-73

45

35 Distribution-of Budgeted College-Going Costs for Opportunity
Students, 1972-73

4

36 Financial Aid Grants to OpportunIty Students CImpared' to BudgetedCosts, 1972-73

6

at

45

46



Table

37 Distribution of Average
/972-73

38 Percent Distribution of
1972-73

44,

TABLES (Cont.)

Title
P. aw

Aid per Student in Opportunity Programs,

47

Financial Aid to Opportunity Students,

39
ParcentDistribution of
1972-73

40

4
'41414

Financial Aid
to.Opportuhity Students,

Professional Personnel Caseload
Opphrtunity. Studenqand AverageSupportive 'Services 14periditu per Student, 1973

41 ' Total Opportunity Program Axpenditures'Per Studenti Supportive.Service Costs plus Tuition, Feet; and
Books;pldslivihg Costs (fromall sources)

48

50

51

52



I.

A Comparative Analysis.cf

Public and Private Qpportunity Programs

in the State of New York

1.972-73

4,

In 1966, a state program was instituted to advance the cause of equality

rti

Y

of educational opportunity in the City University of New York (UNY).-,,This
. . .progradi came,to be known as Search for Educatibn;

Elevationand Knowledge (SEEK)
with a similar. program (E0R) /extended later to some units of the Stite University
of New York (SUNY). In f969La comparable piogram was initiated at private colkees)

and universities under the Higher Education Opportunity Program (HkOP):

Sections,601-and 6452 of-the education law, as added by chapter 1077 of
the laws of 1969,whiCh established the HEOP k.ogram, provided for a statewide

coorc nation of these
opportunity,programs at 66NY, SUNY, and the private colleges

ann universities under the aegis of. the Board of
Regents.--45,million was appropriated,

initially Ifor?implementing its provisions. Appropriat Ons have grown over'the/ ''
., .

,

/years and for 1972 -73 total3/id over. $; million.

Section 6454, P r. 5.a., directs that "the trustees of the State Uni-.:91-,,,

varsity and Board Of Hi her Education in the City of New'York shall each furnish

to.theSegents, the Director of the Budget, and the Chairman of the Senate Finance

*Committee, at least annually, a report . . of the operations of such EOP and./'

SEEK programs."
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SUMMARY

Findings,

1. For 142-73, the Legislature approved funds for 23,600 oppor-

tunity studenti. /Actual enrollments were 23,565 (page 3).

2. In 1972-73, academic dismissal was the most important reason

Q,that students'left opportunity pro rams; personal reasons were second

in importance (page 9).
.

3. Compared to'the average retention rate for all students in
,

the nation, opporturiity,program studenti remained in college at a

remarkably high rate, especially so considering their educational and
I 00

}'

economic disadvantages (page 11).

4. Opportunity programs served as a major vepicle for minority
1

,

/'group enrollments in 191-73. Minority group members made up between

55% and 07 of opportn ity program nrollments in 1972-73. In com-

parison, only 1346% f all undergraduates were membelof minority

ip.

grn4s (page 1

r......,,/. 5. A majority, of atudents-in opportunity piogr in 1972-73

were women page 12).
,

,

6. Over 90% of allopportnni program students came from

1

families with incomes bel ow.$10 Their Average Scholastic Aptitude
.

,,-"-Test scores were 495 (verbal) a d 460 (bath) (pages 17 - 25).

7. ,Supportive service, were used' extensively. Forty percent

,of opportunity prograli stude t itreceived tutoring; ,807 received special

/ counseling (pages_29' - 33).

8. Generally, students in four.year.Opportunity programs in

19724 73 accumulated credits at a tate permitting graduation after 8 to---

6
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Section 6452, Par. 5.b., goes on to state that "The Regents shall

review such reports and forward the same, along with their comments and rec-

ommendations to the Cove nor and-the Legislature. . ."

Thin document accompanies those reports, and includes the "comments

and recommen dons", mandated. Additionally, an effort has been made to display

and compare da a from the three sectors (HEOP, EOP, and SEEK) where thee

State-supporte systems of postsecondary education for the disadvantaged. This

constitutes the 'first attempt to display opportunity progrim data on a comparative

basis. (College Dscovery, at tpe two-year colleges in the City of New York,,

had not joined thereporting system which generated this document in 1972-73.

Future reports, will include data flop CollSge Discovery as well.)

I
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10 semesters (page 40).

'91, -costs of attending college exceeded available financial aid

for opportunity program students in 1972-73 by up to $1,329. The

ference was made tip by both work any loans (page:3,42-46Y.

lb. A list of all institutions with opportunity programs appearai

as Appendix A:\

Comments (pages 53 - 54)

1. In all sectors, opportunity programs accounted for a small

percentage (from four to ten percent) of the total student enrollment.

However, they did-amount to a Large percentage (40% to 60%) of the non-

white enrollment at participating institutions, indicating their'value

as a vehic1h to enhance the goal 'of' equality of educational opportunity.

Any diminution in the opportunity student enrollment would affect the

total number of minority students already An campus.

2. It is interesting to note that the highest ranking job place-
,

mene for opportunity students'was in the field of education. This is

particularly significant in light of the tightening of the job market

in that field but appears to indicate that minority group members are

in demand in this profession. The influx of opportunity program students

has helped to diversify and enrich the education profession itsegj

3. About 257, of opportunity prOgram students Wiwi:graduated in

1972-73 went into gradute and professional schools.- It'is an interesting

American phenomenon'that such large numbers of first-generation college

graduates pursued further professional or graduate education., This

development could be attributed to/the high level of aspiration,conf deuce,

11



- 2a-

.,achievement and sophistication on the part ol those-students and those

who counselled them.

4. Certain pract ices lack consistency as examined ,acroisthe

three sectors. /t is to be hoped that in the tontinuibg'evaluat'n of

these programs, the "coordinated policy" envisioned by the legislad.on

emerges. For example:

(a) While the sectors have now agreed on,a common income scale

for defining economic "disadvantage," a clear
understandingpof educational

t

"disadvantage" Is still lacking. For instance, 61% of EOP admits at$'

University Centers- had RSE scopes be1,ow100, whiieonly 13% of EOP admits
r

w
4?at the SUNY specielize'd units fall in this category.
-1

, . ..(b) While HEOP and EOP both assume a li ited number of semesters

of eligibility to achieve a degree goal, such as,
I

ten semesters for a
- . .

1

normal four-year baccalaureate, SEEK im oses no such expectation. Thus

at the end Of eight full semesters, the average. EEK student had com-,

plated 81 credits, the average 20P/HEOP student t06.

(c) -A rational State-policy o financial

1
opportunity programsiclearry dons not exist. ThAttidents are the,Aame

in. their sociologica educational and economic ircumstances. \eis such

\they have similar needs in termsof availabilityforwork
during term

aid for students in

time, and limits in term of family
resources and Ability to take on

Yet the match between need*and aid varies from program
high loans.

to program, all the 'Way from no milt need at the upstate community

colleges to a $950 shortfall at SEEK end above $1,300 at the preliate

two-year colleges.

N
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?b.

"

Recommend ions (page 54)

1 The public sector central administraticl should take care

to dev e the resources necessary for the timely and acetate ac ounting

of ptgram activities and expenditures, as the law provides. "Only thus

can the coordination and imp&wement of program practices for the dis-.

advantaged in higher education be fully accomplished.

' 2., The poor performanc of BOP students at community colleges

4,- can be directly tra ed to lack bf cOmprehensive supportiVe services.

Every effort must be made to remely.this situation.

1

r

N

z

13
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Opportunity Eroxram Enrollment Histories and Retention Rates._ 1972-1973

The State Legislature
approved funds for the enrollment of 23,600

opportunity students in 1972-73, The actual enrollment for the year av-

eraged 23,565.5,9_1mA than one percent under the expected (Table 1). The
SEEK program was overenrolled

students, while EOP was underenrolled

by,631# and HEOP by O.

kable

Projected and Actual
Oppottunity,ProgradEnrollments, 11Z2-73

kaa,

ESOP

EOP

Totals

*

Projected
Enrollment

Actual -

Enrollment

,

.

Difference

.

,
Percent

'Plifferente

8;500 '),8,979 .. ` +479 + 5.67,
.

5,300 5,220 -, 80 - 1,57,
1 .

9,860

...

9,228.5
'

- 631,5

.

- 6.4%

23.660

.

.
.

23,427,5'

...

..`..

-232,5
.

,..

\ - .997.

4e1P'

Enrollment projections are difficult to. meet exactly. Underen-
..rollment for the year usually represents

first-semester attrition notmade';
up by second-simester entrants. Because of Its contiractual ;txrangement,

aHEC1P. unlike SEEK dnd EOP, cannot ovetenrolk id
d

anticipation of,attition.

Student enrollments were reported according tolour possible sessions
of attendencelTable 2). HEOP had the greatest percentage of student par-
ticipation ddring the summer;. winter sessions, generally, were part of a

,
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Tab!,, 2

5

Opportunity Program:Enrollmenes) 1972-73

SummerAttendance as Percent
of Fall Enrollment-Winter

Attendance as Percent of
Spring Enrollment

Summer Fall Winter Spring Summer% Winter%
_

.

SEEK

^

NA 8,915

4

NA 9143

,

, NA NAI_. . 0,
-;1

,

. HEOP: V. .-

1 184 3,902 303 '''' 3.770 30.37. 8.07.
&hit Year

Two 'Year

,
.

197 222 217 341 88.7% 63.6%

.

Part-Time 254 1,110 39 1,1371, 22.9% 2.8%

EOP:

.145 2,843,

, -

0 2,896 5.1% ,

\
0.0%`

-.
University
Centers .

.

University

# *
0ollegds 429 3,309 :206

..

3,211
, -

13.0%
:

6.4%

Special
Units 21 605 % 53

-

531 3.5k 10.0%

'Ag & Techs, 4. 161 0 131 .2.F. -0,09.

Community

,Collegel
2

- .298 2,480

,

126. 2,290 12.0%

4

5.5%

TOTALS - 2)533 23,547 *944 23,5841 - 11.19. .4.19.

I 15
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trimester or quarter arrangement. Overall, more than 117. of the oppor-

tunity students attended he,sumver session, while fewer than St the

winter.

There'is little ar no provision for summer work for'EOPISEEK

students. HEOP residentialMpuses normally run pre-freshman summer
114

programs. Many upperclass students in all sectors'attend summer sessions
with little or no program- support.

More,than 60x, of all opportunity students were enrolled in four
(or fitve) year, full-time baccalaureate programs (Table 3).

Although theri`was an overall increase of 37 students between the
fail and spring enrollments, five of the nine groups listed in Table 4
showed decreases ranging from 3.O% 6.'18.6%. The fall to spring net gain
resulted despite the fact that about 14% of thOse

students,who attended
,the fall semester did not return in thet spring (Table.5). More than\

half (56.4%) of these students transferred, or graduated,"whire the rest
attrited. Thus,heavy spring term admissions, espedially at the City
University, were used 'to keep up the overall

enrollment allerage.
) The reasons for separation of students from the program are ranked

^41

in Table 6. 'Even though academic dismissal was the primary cause of sep-

aration, transferred and academic leave cannot be construed to mean.flat-
,,trition,".since transferring implies continuing the

while voluntary leaves of absence can be terminated

enrollment.

educational process,,

at any ,time by re-
t
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Table 4

Opportunity Program Attendance

Change in Spring
Enrollments

From Fall Enrollments, 1972-7

.

Sector Difference in
'Ehrollments Percent

Change
. ,

+128
+1.4%

HEOP: .1,

-132
t, -3,4%

Four Year

Two Year
+119

453.'6%
Part-Time +261

+23.5%

EOP:

,

+53

.

.,:.

41.97..-

sityUnivesity
Centre

,
University.
Colleges

.

.-98

.

-3.0%
kl.Suc_Ia . tits` -74

-12,2%
AR. & *ohs.

i,

-1:30

.

.

,

-18.67.

,Commuriity ') .,, ':
- Colleg,c.s . 901

-7,7%

37\\
: 40.e

TOTALS
,
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Table 5

Change in Enrollment of Opportunity Students Who Attended the FallSemester, 1972, and Who Returned for the-Spring Semester, 1973

I

--7-----r ,

SECTOR
FALL

ENROLLEES

RETURNED
FOR
SPRING .

CHANGE IN
NO. STS. % CHANGE

.

G#1ADS.

72-73

OUT
TRANS.

72-73

.

TOTAL-

GRADS &

TRANS.
,

.

SEEK 8,915 7,832 ,-1,083
i

) -12.1%-
unspe-
cified NA NA

pEOP:

.Four-Yr, 3002

.

3,506 - .396 -10.1

A- 1

-630 69 699

Two-Yr. 222 186

,

r 36 i -16.2. 77 1 78

Part -Time 1,110 859. - 251

.

-22
.,

.6

.

27 79

-a-- '

EOP .,

2,843 2,616 - 227 - 8.0
.

234 16 250
Univ
Centers .

Four-Yr. 3,309
CollegeNe __.

2,819 - 490 14 8 299 112 411

Special 161
Colleges

131

_..0

- 30

___.
.

-18.6 10 1 11

,

Ag & Tech 605 462 - 143 -21.6 101,-4 3 ,104

Community 2,480
Collaimow-

1,907

,

- 573 -23.1 140 52 192
...

TOTALS 3,547

4.

20,318 -3,229 -13,7% 1.518

V

306

.

1.8241

19
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, Table

Rank Order of Program Separation
Conditions 1972-7i;TotalProtram...,

!

Sector
Academic
Leave,

Academic
Dismissal

Finan-
.cial

Per-

sonal Medical Transfer Othei
1

SEEK. y NA

.
.

NA ,

.

NA

,

NA
-#;7 ?

1

1

1

11HEOP:

1. 7
1,..., 3

.
/

Oi
.5.

.,

-,

2 ''''

Four Year

Two -Year
1.5 5 t 1 5 3.5

.

Part -Time
'3 7 6

i

1

1

5 4 Ell 111
EOP:

.6
,.

5

!i

3 4 7
.

2'

University
Centers

Universit
Colleges

.

3

.

5
J

2 6.5
.

.

\
- 4 , 6.5

Special
Units

.6 2Y 3 6 6

_.

4 1

Ag E. Techs 3 1 5 2 4 6.5 6.5

Community
ColleRe

4 2

/

6 1
.

7 5 3

Average
nkin:

3 1
.

6 2
..,

7,
5.
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Table 7

Average'Reteation Rates for Opportuntty Programs ad
National Averages, 197Z-73

Definitions 1 2 3 .
_,

Four-Yea Colle:es'and Universit. Centers

National Average 78 47. / 58.5 81

'SEEK - 75 1-20
,,,,:,' 58 NA

1

HEOP 89 , ,58 68 71.5

EOP Univ. Centers 71 , 7/ 29 59 '63
r

EOP Univ. Colleges '76 / 36 r-...) 52 . ;76

.

,
.2 4

To-Yr. Programs & Colges
),National

Average 66 38 x 40.5 66

,

.

,

i
/ HEOP Two-Yr, Frogs. 86 85 97 98,

....
.

.

EOP Comm. Coils. 54 16 41 44

EOP Acc,_ & Techs. 66, .104 42' 70 92

3 4
Part-Time and Special Units

.
HEOP

/--,
.

-Part-Time 55.5 90 20 35
/

,EOP
/Siecial Units 56 43 54

Definitions: 1. Returned for a,third academic semester.
2. Received a degree,
3. 'Received a degree or returned for the ninth -semesterof a baccalaureate program or the fifth semester for

an associate program.,
4. Received a degreetreturned or transferred.

22
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There is no one standard definition of "retentioor "attrition"_
for The data in Table 7 are displayed accoreing 4

the-four most commonly used indices. Measured by any of these stand rds,

program student performance is remarkable, in light of the fact of t e
, .

1severe academic .disadvantages,with
'thich such students enter collegeL

The persistence rites for HEOP two-year and part-time programi
I

. and EOP special units do not provide reliable data. The internal dil-
,,-

_ferencesar7y institutions, the small samples and/7 the short hfstOries

of the"individual programs do not provide.an adequate data base. SOY
did nod report on siumberi of pArt-time EOP students. SEEK claims no

part -time students are enrolled. Of the other programs, BEOPItudents

'had the best persistence across the four definitions, so that their per-.

4
. sistence was better than the national average' on the filst three measures

(Table 7).

The total number of'graduates amonropportunity students had reached

3,713 by the summer of 1973.

Demographic Characteristics of Opportunity Students, 1972-73
I

Between fal141970 and fall 1972 the racial characteristics of

full-time undergraduate enrollments throughout the State changed, re-

**kflecting increased numbe of minorities (Table 8). The largest gaine

were in the categories'of black
and Spanish-surnamed, while "Olers"'

1. American Council on 'Education data.

21
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/
;

/ /

*,,

r --

Percent Distribution o Full-Tim Undergraduate'Enrollment by

L
Ethnic Identi y, Fall 1 70/versus Fall 197?)

all CampuS s with OpPortunity_Progr s \

/
.

.

,
.

,

Native /
Americal

Black/
Negro

.

Oriental .

\
Spanish-

Surnamed \pthers

1970.

.

. .

0.3%, 5.97. .

._.

/
.1%

'.'

,

..,,

2.2% \\90.57.

1972 0...3.

.

8.6 -

t

1.2 3.5 .1].4

. .,

% Charig

.

0.07. +2.'7%

.

'40.1% .

Y.

+1.3%
.

-4:\%

Between 1968 and 1972 the.mOtt important enrollment increase oc-

curred astong black and Spanish-surnamed students, especially at the city

University (Table 9). Relative decreases,in white (Others).0nrollments

.7
were evident ayross the whole State, especiallyvithin Cit and State-,-

operated institutions (Table 10).
.

/

Opportunity Programs have favored the ethnic norities in terms of

the.t
l'

riIst)cetheii enrollments. The percentof Opportunity students be- '

longing to a minority g oug ranged from 04. at the community colleges
x. ,/ to 92.29. at SEEK (Tabl 11)...

I
I

Opportunity stuftentff t,pded to be older (over 21.years of age); a

(female (Table 2). HEOP two-year and,part.tiMe programs
majority were t

and FOP community college programs bad high percentages of students over

25 years of age. The press of student numbers and limited resources avail-

23
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TabsiX 9

Summary of Minority Growa,for
Institutions

Participating in Opportunity Programs 4.

Native

American
.

Black, Oriental
Spanish-

Surnamed
Sub-

Total
.

0thell Total

Pro-

portional
Increase?

CUNY 1968- 2 .1149.437. +521.67. '40,12.0.

1

.

417.7i

.

+423.0% +36.77. 1+67.37. 6.3

'-Private,-196 -72 0.3 +124.8 -1.7. ,. .47.9 +61. +7.4 10.7 ,5.

SUNY State

/Operated Coll
n1969-72

-

+195. 3

.

+118.8
t

+192.9
..

/1
+129.2''

4

+127.2 +16.6 )+21-.2

. ..

6.0 ,

SUNY ComMunity

Colleges;1969-72 +276.3 +102:9 ,+90.8 +77.2 +99.9 +21.8 +25.4 3.9

*

1

CUNY 1971-72 +2.97. +18.3 -24.2 +61.4 +19.6 -1.7 +3.6' 5.4 ',. 1

Private 70-72

!

-20.2 +22.5 +30 7 +5.4 +17.5

..-

-2.9

.

.4 13.5

1

1!-

SUNY State Oper.

"Colleges 1971-72 +33.6 +13.2 +34.0o +10.2 +14.7 +0.8 1.

V

8.6

SUNY aomMunity'
Colleges 1911-72 *49.0 , +33.3 -113.8 -2.4 +23,0 + .4 +3.6

.

6.4

,

,

1. Itet,\ non - minority ,atudentsN

2. 'Proportional i crease of minorities to the increase of total enrollm4nt; e.g.
between 196$ d 1972, minorities at CUNY increased at a rate 6.3 times fastethan the all rate of increase;

/
// 241
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Table 10

Changes in Racial/Ethnic Distribution,
Total Full-Time Undergraduate Enrollments

CITY UNIVERSITY

Native
Amer.

Black/
Negro

.

Oriental
Spanish.

Surname

.

Subtotal

4 Minorities
.

7,5137.

Others

92.17.
1968' 0.2% 3.9% 2.2%

.

1.7%

1972' 0.3 14.5. 2.8
,

712 24.' 8 75.2Change

'68-'72

,

+0.1
_

_+10.6

..

+0.6 , 45.5 1 #16.t ) -16.9

PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES

Hatiyr
Amer: -

Black/
Negro Oriental

Spanish

Surn4me
Subtotal

Minoritas
'

Others

1968 0.3% 2.8% , 1.7% ' 1.49 6.2% 93.8%

19/2 O.3 5.6
.

1.2 1.8

[

'8.9

.

91.1Change
'68172 ,0.0

.

+2.8 -0.5 +0.4
/

'1+2.7 -2.7

STATE UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES

Native
Amer.

Bieck/
Negro Oriental

Spanis
Surn

Subtotal

MinavIties
kul

Oth f4

1969 0.17. 2.57. 0.3% b.5%

r

3.4%
.

96.6%

1974 0.3 5.0' 0.7 1.1- 7.1 92.9Change

'69-'72 *0.2 t.5 -tcy.4 4,13.6 +3.7 -,3.7

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

' Native Black/ Spanish Subtotal .Amer. Negrb Oriental Surhame Minprities Others .

1969 0.17 3.67 0.27 1.27, ' 5,117 94.97

1972 0.1
---

5.0. 04
---,

1.8 7.3 92.7Change
1,69-170 . , +1.4 +0.1 -0.6 +2.2 -2.2

... 25
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: _Table

' ip. .r iPercent Distribut4on of Opportu ity rogram Students
1" AccOding to Race 1972 73 . .,

1

MR

Black tie
;Oriental

Igirist- i
Surnamed'

Su
Total White

Any
Other Total!j

EK .

-
61.3t

,-

1

'0,2% 1..0% 20.7% 92.2% 7.87. -- 100..WA

HEOP:

Four-Year 62.1

.

tor3 1.6 .

.

23.8 87.8 12.2 -- 100.0

Two-Year
.'N,

17.7 37.4 . 0.7 55.8 44.2 -- 1Q0.0
41,....

Part-Time 76.7 1.9 .6 7.8 87.0 12.5 0.5 100,0

EOP:

68.4 0.5

,

1. 17.8 87.9
AP

11.0 1.1
,

100.0

\\Unikersity
inters

U varsity
Co leAes

66.7 1.8 0.5 9.9 / 78.9 20.3 0.8 100.0

Spa al-.

Unit \

52.1 1.7' . 3.4 15.1 72.3 26.9 0. ti 100,0

Ag &
Techs

57.6. 1.2' 0.5 7.6 66.9 33.1 0:0 100.0

Community

ColleRes
50.51.\ 0.4 -0.2, 3.9 55.0 31.3 :13.7 J00.0

, . .
.

5, 26
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,Table 12 .

Sex and Age Summary 40 tunity Students, 1972-73

-

. .,-
% .-

Under 2.1
%

21-25 ,

.%
Above 25

%
Male

I h.
1 Edialle

.'

4
SEEK k2t.1' ; 44.8 , .

..1

13.1
.

a'
44.5'

i

55.5 ..;

/
HEOP:

63.9
... 24,9 '11.2.

v

.

_

,

.

48 6.

.

51,4
Four Year

Two-Year

,

46:9

. . %
. ,.

20.4 32.7

.

.

. x
....

28,5 % 5

Part-Time

1

'

.

12.1
,

.'

)

2.8 63.1 . ', '41.5

71
:

58.5

EOP: ,

42.3

,

41.8
..

16.0 49.1 , 50.9
University
Centers

, University
Colleges

48.2
-

N

,

' ,

5.6 16.3

.

46.21

'

53.8

'..

Special
Units

.

57.1 .

i

36.6 9.2 64.7

,

I

35.

AR & Tech 64.9
. 20.1 15.0' 40r4 59.6 . .r

Community
Colleges

= 45.3
.

, 28.3 26.4 43,8 56.2

... .
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able for this populatjon -- the oldgr, often
part-time (by necessity)

disadvantaged student-- presents a problem.as
yet unsolved. Mast-

.

program resources continue to be allocated to the full-time student.

With the income scales to determine economic eligibility for
.

these programs,
.

over 90% Of die
opportunity students came from families

.

withgross incobes of less than $10,000 (:Table 13).. Many students were
independent, with.virtally no income while

attending college (Tatae 14):
The percentage of students. that came

from"households'af over, four members
ranged from 17% to 48%. HEOP part-tiie

programs enrolled the largest
percent'of independen; students and those from-did,sized families. Students.
who came froir

largelamilies.were in greaRtst number al'HEOP two-year
and FOP special units.

$y far the greatest, percent of alarried studerits were at' HEOP
.two-year and part-time programs and the'ciommunity

colleges.. . .

A small percentage of students
received Veterans Benefita and'.

Social Security funds while two to four times as many received Social
Services assistance (Table 14). Recent figures

indicate dramatic risesI

in these categories in 1973-74 and 1974-75.

Academic Background

9pportuttity studentit have had,, by definition, a poor academic

preparation .f\ a successful 'college career; in fact, between
16%L and

60% of the entrants did not have academic high school diploma (Table '

,15). BetWeen 66% and 907. of those admitted tb the programs kuld, high

school averages under 80%, many ranking in the lowerthrte quintiles of

28

their graduating classes.'

I. I
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The Community College opportunity programs hada high percentage

of students in, these "disadvantaged" categories, while the SUNY special

units had the .least of any group.
$

The mean Regents Scholarship Examination score for the prospective

college-going populatibn, in Fall1972, was 138.. The curve of these

scores was(positively skewed so that the median fell at 133,.and thb
, -

66th percen le was a score of'160 (Table 16), Most.opportunity Students

.at the SUNY operated campuses and the community colleges had RSE scores

under 160; in fact, more than half earned scores under 100 -- the'28th

percentile (Table 17). The EOP special'units.Were an exception; the

majority of their students had scores above 160. kSE scores were not

available for HEOP and SEEK populations; they were a requirement for

entrance only at/SUNY.

' The mean*SAT scores for New York State are displayed in Table 18.

Tfie average math and verbal scores were 495. and 460, respectively. A

score of 560 marked the 81st percentile in mathematics and the '72nd per-

centtle in verbal skills, which meant that 197. of the test-takers scored

560 and above on matb,and 28% scored 560 and above on the verbal test.

The'percent of opportunity students who ecored.above 560 ranged

from 0.0 to 23% on, the math and 0.0 to 17% oh the verbal. HEOP two-year

programs had. no students in this range, while the EOP special units had

the highest percentage of studentsiscoring above 560. Other gignificant

percentages of 'students in this range were found at the EOP University

Centers and Ag and Techs.

4

\ 32

.$
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Nt. Table 16

Percentile Distrpution of RSE Scores,
1971 Series for High School Seniors

Entering College Fall, 972

Source: Bureau of Higher andProfessional'Educational
.

Testing, State Education Department

Score Ranges

,

PercentileRanges
.

160+,
. 66-99

. ,

140-159 54-66

.

120 -139

:-.

v

.
.

. ,

41-54
*

100-119 . '28 -41

80-99

-\

14-28 ,

60 -79 .

1 3 -14

Less than
60 -"*"-:-.

)

-3

h,J,an = 133 Positively skewed.
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Table 19 displays the
accumulative distribution' of combined SAT

scores for opportunity students. Most students (80.- 1007.) scored below
1,000. No HEOk entrants to the part-time

programs scored:over AO (coca-
.

bined).

The SEEK program did not report high school, rank, type of diploma,

RSE or SAT scores for 1972-73.

e, Major Subject Area of study for
Opportunity Students, 1972-731

TWo-Year: Aim the public college students in opportunity Oro-
-

grams public service- elated technologies and business and commerce'

'technologies were' the most popular fields of study,in_1972. Most HEOP
. students werefworking tdwardtwo.-year degrees inthe liberal arts and

human ser4ces (Table 20).N / N
Four-Year: Social sciences and education&ere the most important

A

I
:subject areas of study among opportunity students, and regularly admitted

students. latisiness and,management also ranked high for both regular\

and special program students (Table 21).
1, -\

..,

,

Supportive Services 0...

/
/

I N
1..

4

The disparity between the educationaKtools possessed by the op-
j

Ilortunitir student and'the performance demanded at the college level re-
.

quires that a. jor, effort in educational
support,remediation and de-v

. ,

-
velopment beiunter en. To mee the Challenges presented by the

.

\
,

,

.

\Ninadequate high sc ool prepare ion of
opportunity students, iblic and,

private ins Itutio s throe houl the State have developed cprehensive
programs of tutorI

$

icodnseling and developmenlak(suppO'ctIvettemediaI

courses.
2 I

I

36
1, SEEK did !not! provide this' information.

LCOmmul .Colleges4leges ganerally exclude.
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Tutoring is provided to assist students in a non-formal, supportive

setting, to help them master basic techniques. Patterns of usage of.this

service varied widely (Table 22), with the. average tutee at.i SUNY Ag and

Tech receiving 46 hours yearly, and a SEEK student only 9.6. This,may re-

flect the greateravailabilityceottier
forms of academic" support at*CUNY.

Tutoring tends to be less used'as the student' moves into the upper levels,

4though still 207 - 30% of the users are from th s group.
fs

Tutoring often appeamto be most effective when the tutor is a

peer of the tutee; this process / as proved'effective at many educational

levers. Graduates, or professionals (advanced degree holders),,are used

when the subject matter is highly specialized (Table 23). This.is espec-,,

.tally true at the SUNY Unkverdity tS9ters and specialized units.

Of4b
'4 ------

ious areas in' which tutoring was offered,

e arts and study skills tend to predotinate. Students

stirate greater need than those in the other sectors for tutoring in non-

mathematics, Ian-

at SEEK did demon.=

basic skills areas.

Counseling services are provided to help students in defining and

realizing their goals. These services are always available to opportunity
oprogram The number of contact hours-during which st dents actually'

saw, counselors varied greatly, however, with a range from nearly sixty

hours per s_t_Ldent-p-e-r-36-week period at HEOP two-year institutions to 7.9
#

hours for part-time students CTable 24)., The-number of students'per coun-

selor (caseload) showed great variation, but as counseling personnel were

reporte&by headcount, with many part-time staff involved in the private

sector, extrapolations are difficult to draw.
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ti Counselors perform a variety of functions. Educational counseling

was nearly always their primary activity (Table 25), but personal, psy-

chological, financial'and vocational counseling"were also provided. It

is important to note that all of these are services normally thought to

be available as a matter of course at collegiate institutions; but which

\
mat be. ecially provided for, opportunity progra students.

ial coursework. Students in these programs usually take a

seises of urses, some-for noicredit (remedial), and others withAtrong

\ sulphates on asic skills, as they move into the regular college outriCulum.\

Courses in th= language arts comprised onethird of all such courses taken,

and math/scie es one-fourth.

Comple on rates ranged from 69% to 93% in such courses.' HEOP

had the ,molt succeSsfulcompletion,rate
of all the four-year full-time

programs (Table'28).

In sum, the average opportunity program student who availed himself/

herself of program services (407. of all students for tutoring, 817. for

counseling), received an'average of 25 hours of tutoring and 21 hours of

counseling (Table 29). If he/she was in a remedial class, the average

size was fewer tha8 students, meeting an iaverage of four hours a week

for fourteen weeks; the average student received 13 hours of such class

,time.
-

44
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Table 27

Percent'Distribution of Remedial/Develop-
mental/Supportive Courses Utilized
by Opportunity Students,41972-1973

Courses - Percent

4
Study Skills

11,8%

Language Arts 34.7

Reading Skills
7.0

Math-Sciences 2 .0.
.

Other .

11.4

TOTAL
- 1 100.0%

Table 28

Completion Rates,
Remedial/Developmental/

Supportive Courses, 1972-1973

SEEK , HEOP

.

' N

\
\

DUCATIO L OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM
\.

'

our
Year

Two
Year

Part-
Time

Univ.

Cntr.
,Univ.

Coils.
Sp

Un
cial

is .

Agc&-
Techs.

' ate

Oter.
Comm.

Coils.,

/

73.8

State

wide

8.8

$7. Com-

.1 tin: 78.7% 89 0 87\1 68.9 70.9 69.6 92.5 0.9 72

N
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Acadedic Progress of Opportunity Students, 1972.73

TWo standard Measures of- student achievement are grade point

average and rate of credit accumulation.
A third measure, 'rate of re-

/tention/attrition, has been examined earlier.

The percept distribution of grade point averages, based on a 4.0

IA

r
all' distribution of GPA by havi'g the least number of students under 0.9

scale, s exhib ted in Table\30. Of four -year programs, opportunity
,

students at t universAty centers demOnstrated the most favorable ovpr-

and the most students over 2.4. The distributions of the two-year pro-

grams varied so that no one,progrm exhibited an outstanding distribution.

Oplortunity students are expected to accumulate an average of at

leas 12 semester .hours p'er term. Based'on a time- lengthened degree pro-

it would normally take an opportunity student ten semesters to

gr daate in a regular four.year program and six semestersin a regular
.,

two-year program.

\
'Table 31 displpys he average number of credits accumulated by

(those atudents\ip each se ester of attendance category. the relatively

r

=.
.,

low number at the eighth semester in SEED (813) may represent, the lack

\',' of a policy:ai:most CUNY campuses in that year on maximum length of

( \ tenure or entitlement in a SEES program. !

Table 32 measures student !credit acoumulati n against Minimum

I1

.1;"exACted performance," i.e., accii,ulating credits' t a rate sufficient
. -

to graduate in three .years from a t 0-year, .or'fiVe yearssfrom a four-
4.\

,

year, Institution. By the fifth sem ter of bachelor's degree programs,\

most students in-the public Institut d were below the minimally expected

1

49
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=ant accumulation (60 credits). At .the eighth semester, when regular
ti

students were expected to graduate, all these programs, except SEEK,

'surpassed their expected credit accumulation (96:credits);

The community colleges and the ag and techs also were below

the expected ranges while HOP two-year programs met or exceeded them.,

Th percent of students "on track," then, fluctuated according \to the

eve ge rate of creditS accumulated.
Overall, SEEK demonstrated the

r-
lowes percent of students in baCcalaureate

programs-"on track," while

IEOP

thei

,I\ .

c

the most. The community colleges had fes.* than tWo-thirds

pportunity studePts meeting the expected ate of credit ac-

ge

cumulati p

, 1

,

'--.---__
.

.

f

I

College Going Costs and Financial Aid for Opeortunit Students 1972-73

n 1972-73,"hpportuniry students\came from families which had

such limited resources to devote to education that college access would

haVe been virually denied if if had not been for oppo turhty programs.

Image college-going costs are\derived from dat submitted by

the vacuous ins ituilons partidipating in opportunity programs. In 972-
\

73, fiAncial4ti personnel\reportd
between $2,150 and $4;000 in annual

e sensee,f or opport4nity students a rolled in bacheloil,S degree programs,

and 1,7Q0 to $2,706 for students enrolled in associate deuoe programs

(Table 331.

BeiLsefinaOcial assistance for,disadvantaged students has never

been sufficient to offset all the co114e-going costs (Table 33), a

student's budget can be examined in terms of 'tho#: priority costs which

must be met so that a person can satig* the institution's minimum demands.

,53
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.

.

\

\these a quition
\fees'

and books. Living costs untortunatelyo,

times

imei as me a seco6lary importance in inatit tio 1 financial aid
\

jackagi so that the defTt,between aid
N\

.

cost is made to fall

i
directly upon the student.- Tables 34 and 35 demonstrate the ratio of1.

educatie 1 costs-to living posts o each group. The-highest educational

17

costs (67. of the total,) are rep a ented at HEOP, with high tuition,
. i - \

liNing costs are tE17. of\ e total, at SEEK, with'no tuition charge.
w

-'
\ , ,

't
*'ants in a d t p1ogr4m students are not suffic)It to prciide

adequate funds for l'vi expenfes, once educational co s had.been
1 J \

deducted\(Tablea 36 and. 7). \ ,-

t

r

,
Table 36 s wsth0. every case ,grant funds were inuff icient

to `cover educatio id 4 ng costs for program students; 134.0s and

work were necessary, to. make up the difference, as,shown in Table 37. While

community college students' costs appear.to b :met by grant Eunds,

this figure results from an 'apparent f ure to,fact r in; the sizable

numbers of married students (257. - Table 14) involved% whose costs are

much higher. This also suggests that the actual gall experienced by

students at HEOP two-year institutions is even higher: than the $1,329

displayed in Table 36.
.

t In terms of thessources of financial'aid, the net financial aid

contribution made by thecombined.resources of the State of New York

wets greater than either federal or instrfiltionaWresource4 due largely
.

to opportunity program grants. SEEK and four-year SUNY student& receitoed

*the largest opportunity grants, while HEOt two-yea students received the

least financial aid from- this source (Tab19868).

1.4

'
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A

\
rant and,waiv rs among the private institutions differed greatly,

91with the se or initit ions providing four times as much aid as two-
\

year institutions. Whit p these institutional funds were from private

resources, i \till titutional funds committed by CUNY and SUNY were from

public funds, appropriated to the colleges thiciugh their regular operating

budgets. Therefore, the amount of State/public aid SUNY and CUNY

students was even more substantial than indicated.:.

The average DOG' awards,are sometimes read as an indicator of

the levels of commitment by participating insitutiops to opportunity

students. Private.foura.year colleges and universities proVided their
\

.
1s dents with the most EOG money. However, low EOG grants;to program

Is dents might also indicate sizable numbers of non- progra disadvantaged
J

stddents at a campus. The more expensive private institu, ions-also
.

.

proided students with higher NDSL loans. HE0i' four-year students, on

the average, worked more than other students.2 Furthermore, federal.

sources of financial aid totaled the most it
,
institutions where costa

/1 were the greatest.

Private college grants by four-year institutions to opportunity

students averaged,21.27. more than the special opportunity grants. In

all, the amounts of,- institutional funds were almost equal to,all the

financial aid resources.cf the State, which represented under 40% of

the total available aid (Table 38). In other prograths, state resources,

as a percent of-total aid, averaged up to twice that in private-four-
, -

4. .

year colleges.

(SHEK.did not ptovide the information necessary for the above analyses.)

1. E0G4thow SEOG) is federal money awarded discretionarily by the in-
stitution to needy students.

2. In the College Work-Study Program (CWSP).
GO

a

f
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,Table 39

Percent DistributiOn of Financial Aid
to Opportunity Students, 1972-73

'Ns

.

percent

Distribution

HEOP,

Four
Year

EOP.

Four..--

Yedi

HEOP

: Two

Year

EOP
Ag &'

Techs. '

EOP
Co

Col

.

s.,

Grants .84.47. . 82.67.

,.

83.57. 86,9%

,

86.

,

i

Loans . ' 12.3 :1 14.2 10.2 8.6

t Mdik
_ \ 3.3' 3.2 6.4 _ 4.6 1

Apparently, the availability of federal work, loan and grant rise

sources enabled opploriunit students to attend the higher-cost private'
v

institutions. Work sources can not.6 as readily used byi oppOrtunity
.

students as 'by others, as worl4 take .awy from.atudy timeiwhich the aca-1

_demically disadvantaged stude t needp, especially in the first years.

relatiOely mode-rata amounts engendered
This helps'to account for the:

- through this source.

Opportunity Programs Expenaturew1972-73
t

For regular college students, college-going budgets were similar

1to those of opportunity students in terms of costs to the student. How-

ever, opportunity students y1ere provided with essential supportive ser-

vices (Table 29) to insure 'a successful college experience. The costs

of these services were in rred in addition to regular college-going

costs. The extent of th se costs and the services they represent will

be examined here.

61"



Professional services were supplied by numerous administrators, ,
,

counselors and teachers who worked within the opportunity programs to

provide necessary supportive 'Services. .Table 40 shows that,therahtd

of students to special program personnel ranged frOm 9:1 at SEEK tb

13:1 at the SUNI four-year campuses. However, numerous persons in

,,. ,"regular" SUNY lines devote professional, time to program students.

There appears to be no correlation between services to students,

,measured in caseload, and exPenditures; while HEOP two-year units had

the lowest per-student expenditure for support services ($160), theL

tudent/ {Staff rekio is belouLaverage at 25:1.
L 4

Table 40

professional personnel Cas load of Opportunity,
tudents and Average Suppo tive Services Ex-

penditures per Student, 19

.
,->" Total Profes-,

simnel Staff Caseload
1

Expenditures2

SEEK
, 1,009.5 '8.9,

.

$ 1,139
,

=HEOP .

Four-Year 204.5
. 18.5 1,062

.

EOP

Four -Year
.

84
.

.

, ,

73^
,

474

Average Four-Year
...

-

.

, 14.6 , 910 ,

HEOP

Two-Year

,

11.3
.

. .

24.9

.

.

..

- 160

Part -T1m
.

.

30,2. (

41.1
. 203'

EOP

Special Units 5.2 28.1

,

568

AR. & Techs 19.0 29.9 350.

'Community Colls. 59.7 40.0
i

, 428

Average Two-Yr./

Other ,'
36.8 546

I. Ratio of students ,to personnel on speCilll program lines (headcount only).
JUL"
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Table

,/.

.

7 ,

41 summarizes those program expenditures incurred by each program

t'

'on behalf of opportunity students. As in Table; 36, financial aid far. educational

expenses flictuated according to tuition Costs, So that a'4 the grant financial

aid received by students at two-year private colleges went toward tuition, books

and fees.

Table 41

Total Opportunity,Program Expenditures Per Student:
Supportive Service Costs plus Tuition, FeaSand.,800ks

Plus Living Costs (from all sources)

. '

SEEK - +'

Supp. ,-,

Serv.
.

6. Costs

( Sub Total

Educational
ExpenditUres

1 :

Maintenance2

Total Exp.
Per

'student_

$1,139 ? $ 263 $12402 $1,102 ..

..,

'$ -2;504\

HEOP:

Four-Year , 1,062
4

2,584 r

.

4

0 .

3,646
.

1,160 ,

\

4./406

EOP:

Four-Year 479. 949 " .

0

1,428, 1,183 2,611

HEOP: ''

Two-Year 160 1,447

.

,

. 1,607.
.

"

24i ., 1,650;

EOP: .

4iEs.Tachs 1$0

,
.

0

i. ..

11,327 : 1,008 2 33

EOP: ,

Comm. Coils 428

(.977'

672 ,

.

, 1,110'
,,.

1,227 2,327
.

IL
1
Akita incomplete for 'SEEK. '

* 2
As Awarded in financial aid. Living cost does not reflect actual st dent need;only actual awards. ,

. :r

.. 4

Private'foui-year institutions -eipend24 thesreatest amount of dollars per! , r`!' '

opportunity student, and the two-year colleges, the least ;. Despite the lack' of

tuition at CUNY, the
N
SEEK programs expendpd as much as, or more than,' the other. .

'public sector .programs. Unfortundtely, SEEK did not supply all necessary financial

aid data to make totally satisfactory comparisons.
.
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C,:olmmpntsand Recommendations

While the lateness of subEnittal of the reports covered in this analysis
4renders sorcyhaf moot any specif

recommendation, some general observations are
in order. Mcre detailed recommendations will accompany our analysis of 1973-74
reportr.

1. In all'sectors, opportunity programs accounted for a small percentage
(fom four to ten percent) ofthe total

student enrollment. .However, they did_

amount to a large percentage
(407. to 607.) of the non-white enrollment at

participating institutions, indicating v 1 as a vehicle to-enhance the
goal of equality of educational opportunity. Any diminution in the appo tility
student enrollment would affect the total number of minority students already on

Po
1

Icampus.

,
X

2. It
/ is interesting to n e that the highest ranking job placement for

f)-

4

opportunity students was in the field of education. This is particularly
significant in light of the tight ping.of the job market

iO-tlqat field but

I'
1

appears to indicate that minority group members are.in demo in this profession.

4*

The influx of
appottunity,program students has helped to divers

education profession itself.

end enrich the

.

..

3. About\ 25%,of oPpoitunity program 'students who graduated in
\,-

. ,.

went into graduate and prateicstana.sx:At is op-Intere8 efican,...,
..

....;',
phenomenon that such large numbers of ,first-generatio

r"
oliege gradutes'

. . ,

pursued further professional or graduate education.' This development,covild be
..

'..
f.'attribueed to the high level

of"aspiratiod, confidence, achievement and
sophistication on the part of those

students and those who counselled ehem.',
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4. Certain practices lack consistency as examined across the three

sectors. It is to be hoped that in the continuing evaluation of these programs,

the "coordinated ) policy" envisioned by the legislation emerges. For example:

(a) While the sectors have now agreed on a common income scale/f

defining economic "disadvantage," a clear understanding of educational "disadva age"

is still lacking. For instance', 617. of.EOP admits at University Centers had RSE

scores below 100, while only 137. of EOP admits at the SUNY specialized unit fall
.

-..._ in this category.
't e'

-(b) While HEOP and EOP both assume a limited number of semesters of eligibility

to achieve a degree goal, such as ten semesters for a normal' four-year baccatadreate,
SEEK imposes no such expectation; Thus at the endof eight fullsemetters4 the

.
.

average SEEK student had completed 81 credits, 1

e average EOP/H OP student 106.

(c) A, rational State policy of financial aid fip students in opportunity

programsclearly does not exist. The students are the same in their sociological,

educational and economic circumstances. As such they have similar needs in tet1bs

of availability for work during term time, end limitivin term of family resources

and ability to take on high loans. Yet the match between need,and aid varies

from ptOgram to program, all the way from
no unmet need at the upstate.comthunity

colleges to a $950 shortfall at SEEK and above $1;300 at the private two-year
'colleges.

S. The public sector central administratiOns should take care to devote the

resources necessary for the timely and accurate accounting of program activities and

,expenditures, as the law provides. ' "Only thus can the coordination 'and improvement.

.of program prsikices for the disadvantaged' in higher education be fully accomplished.

6. The poor perforthance of EOP students at community colleges can be

directly traced to lack
oloomprehensive'supportive services. Emery effort must

be made to remedy this situation.
(

t
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1 ,

AppgAdix.A

InstitutionaPartOipiting,in New Ycirk State
Opportunity Prog ams,.1972-1973

I

/

(

Cipy Universityof New York

Bernard' M. Baruch College
)Brooklyn.College
City College

Medgar Evers College
Minter College

John Jay College of Criminal Justice
Herbert H, Lehian College
Queens College
University Center

r' York College '
Richmond Colleger

B. Private Colleges and Universities

\/. Four-Year Progxais

Bard College

Canisius College.
College, of Mt. St. Vincent
College:Of New*Rochelle
College of St. Rose
Colgate Uni'versity
Barnard College'

. Columbia College

'Columbia University-General es
Cotnell. University

C.W.'Bost.College
ing College 0

Blmir4 College

Fordhim University

Hamiiton,KIrkland Colleg
Hobart/Sim. Smith C011ege

(HOEstra University
Iona College

Ithaca College

1

Keuka College

eMoyne College
Long Island University
Man tan College

.

Man tanville College
Marist College

-Marymount-Manhattan College
Marymount-Tarrytown College

Mercy College,
Mt. St. Mary',College
Nazareth C011ege
New York Inst. of Tedh,

(Old Westbury)
New York _Inst. of Tech.

(New York)
.

New York University

Niagara University
Pace University, New York City
Pace Univerdity, Westchester

....'Polytechnic Inst. - Broiklyn
-\ Pratt Institute

Rensselaer Polytechnic /inst.
. Rochesterilnit. of Technology

Rosary Hill College
Russell : Sage College.
St., John Fisher Colge
St. John's Universal!,
St. Lawrence University_
Siena,College
Skidmore College
Syracuse University
Union College

University of Rochester
Utica College

( Vassar ollegeI

Wagner llege
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I

V

II. Two-Year Programs .

College for Human Services
Elizabeth4eton College
Harriman College
Junior College of Albany's
Mater Dei College

k

III. Part-Time Programs

MAIco m King-Harlem Extension
New Y rk.Inst. ofTech.,,Old Westbury

e-
Unive sity College of Syracuse University

-56- .

TV. Consortia
.

Associated C011eges of Mid-AdSon Area
Community Leadership-Consortium
Academic Opportunity Consortium

C. State UniVersity of Newyork

I. 'State Operatedllniversities and Colleges

a) Four Year Institutions
.

1. University Centers

Albany

Binghamton
Buffalo
Stonybrook

'2. University Collagen

Brockport
. Buffalo
Cortland
Fredoqiu
Genesab
Mt. Vernon, .

New Paltz

b) Special Units

Old Westbury
Oneonta

\ Oswego

Plattsburgh,
Potsdam
Purchase

College of Environmental Science 'Statutory Colleges at Cornell
and Forestry Upstate Medical Center

Maritime College.

7
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'c) Agricultural and chnical-Colleges

Alfred--
CantOn

Cobleskill
Farmingdale
Morrisv4le

II. Coimunity Colleges

Broome
Clinton

"' Finger Lakes

-Corning' >

Erie, City Campus
Erie, North'Campus-

. Fashion Institute of l'echnology
Fulton-Montgomery'
.Genesee

.Herkimer

Hudson Valley

1

ti

Jamestown
Mohawk Valley
Monroe
Nassau
Niagara
Onondaga
Rockland

SchenectadyiCounty
Suffolk County
Sullivan County
Ulster County
Westchester
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